Plant geographers and floristic taxonomists in recent years have become more insistent that monographers define their categories more accurately than they have in the past. Instead of accepting passively the infraspecific rank, usually variety or subspecies, available in the taxonomic literature, authors of floras are deciding from their own, often considerable knowledge of the plants involved what the appropriate infraspecific category should be and making needed combinations. Among such recent authors who have thus chosen to make their own combinations are Munz ( 1958 Munz ( , 1974 , Keck (1958) , Calder and Taylor (1965) , Hulten (1967 Hulten ( , 1963 , and Taylor and MacBryde ( 1978) . Understandably they had become impatient with the inability of the botanical taxonomic community to reach general agreement on the definition of taxa. Zoological taxonomists without undue rancor or polemics seem to have rather early achieved general agreement upon the use of subspecies for their geographically significant infraspecific category.
The variety ( varietas) through most of early botanical taxonomic history has been the infraspecific term generally used to represent all infraspecific ranks from near-species or major race with great geographic and ecologic significance (subspecies) to minor genetic variants, perhaps in many instances controlled by a single gene, that occur haphazardly throughout the range of the species (forma). Because the variety thus lacks specificity and because it is so strongly linked in the minds of many plantsmen with cultivated varieties ( cultivars), an increasing majority of plant taxonomists throughout the world prefers to join its zoological brethren in adopting the subspecies as the significant infraspecific category. Most geographers and floristicians (a useful term I have coined as an abbreviation for floristic taxonomists) heartily endorse this promising trend and hope it will become universal among plant monographers. Unfortunately, there are many tradition-bound botanists who cling to varietas and abjure subspecies or who pay the subspecific category lip-service but never, or seldom ever, use the rank, which they apparently equate with some super-infraspecific taxon barely below the species and more important than the geographic variety or race. Such a categorical level is occasionally recognizable, and zoological taxonomists call it a super-subspecies, permissable by Article 4 of our International Code ( Stafleu, 1972) as a supplementary rank as, for example, superorder. Most of us during our botanical careers do not expect to meet such supersubspecies; hence, prefer to make daily use of the con-venient and well-defined subspecies for the genetically-based infraspecific category with geographic and ecologic as well as morphologic significance. Hulten ( 1967) considered the subspecific concept as the best answer "to the actual conditions in nature." After many years of field work throughout the world, I must agree with him.
Those of us working with western American floras are especially fortunate because rather early in the modern taxonomic era California botanists like H. M. Hall, F. E. Clements, E. B. Babcock, G. L. Stebbins, Jr., J. C. Clausen, D. D. Keck, P. A. Munz, L. Abrams, C. B. Wolf, and many other experimental taxonomists, monographers, and field botanists considered the subspecies the significant infraspecific category and used it widely. There are, therefore, already available in the western American botanical literature validly published subspecific combinations for most carefully studied western species possessing recognizable geographic races.
During the preparation of "A Flora of the Santa Ana Mountains, California" (Lathrop and Thorne, 1978) , which immediately follows this paper, it was considered desirable to treat all major infraspecific taxa, i.e., morphologically distinct races at least partially isolated geographically or ecologically, as subspecies. Genetic variants without well-defined geographic ranges are treated as varieties and listed in parentheses or brackets to emphasize their lack of phytogeographic importance. Formas are omitted as unworthy of taxonomic mention.
In the preparation of the annotated check-list of vascular plants of the Santa Ana Mountains we found that validly published subspecific names were available for most species with recognizable geographic races. This paper includes the 21 species lacking validly published subspecific names. Several monographers have kindly consented to make necessary combinations in genera they have been studying, Gary Wallace for Cornarostaphylis, David Dunn for Lupinus, and Richard Straw for Diplacus. R. Mitchel Beauchamp had planned to make a number of subspecific combinations for his forthcoming "Flora of San Diego County, California." He has generously agreed to make in this paper the necessary combinations for several of the subspecies common to both San Diego County and the Santa Ana Mountains, which barely reach San Diego County and are mostly in Orange and Riverside counties. I have made the remaining combinations and supplied the basonyms and information on phytogeographic areas and morphological differences for all the taxa here considered.
The included subspecies are treated in the order in which they are listed in the immediately following flora, the families arranged alphabetically within classes or subclasses. Though a phylogenist, I feel strongly that floras and herbaria should be arranged for the most part alphabetically for ease and speed of use and reference. Acad. 5:88, pl. 4. 1873) . This southern subspecies of the Humboldt Lily ranges from Santa Barbara County and its Channel Islands, the type locality being on Santa Rosa Island, to the San Jacinto, Santa Ana, and Palomar Mts. It is considerably larger and more scabrous on its parts than the Sierran subsp. humboldtii. It has more numerous and broader leaves in the whorls, longer and more divaricate peduncles, and remarkably purplish bulb scales.
Poaceae
Distichlis spicata ( L.) Greene subsp. stricta (Torr.) Thorne, n. comb. (based on Uniola stricta Torrey, Ann. Lye. N.Y. 1:155. 1824). This inland subspecies is found in alkaline soils away from the coast and is widely distributed from Minnesota and Montana to Texas and Mexico. Its spikelets are somewhat less congested and with somewhat more florets than the subsp. spicata of coastal salt marshes.
Summary
The desirability of careful definition of infraspecific categories is stressed, especially for use by plant geographers and floristic taxonomists ( floristicians). The increasing botanical use of subspecies throughout the world for the significant infraspecific taxon denoting major geographic or ecologic races is cited and the reasons for its much increased popularity over varietas are listed. For use in the immediately following flora of the Santa Ana Mountains, California, subspecific combinations are published by five taxonomists for 21 species in 16 families.
